v/ JUL 78 1955

The Homorable Dennic Chavez C‘ hatrman
Department of Defense Subcommittee
Senate Committee on Appropriations
Washington 25, D, C.

Dear My, Chairman:

I greatly appreciated the opportunity of appearing before your
Subcommittee on July 15th in support of cur request for appropriations
to construct a headquarters installation for the Central Intelligence
Agency. CIA believes that the sites at Langley and at Alexandria,
Virginia are the two areas which deserve nmost serious consideration,
As we indicated, our preference is for the site on the Governn ent-
owned land at Langley, We have made this determination after care-
fully considering more than 30 possible sites in or near the metropolitan
area of the Diptrict of Columbia.

The Langley site is aas accessible to the homes of our en.ployees
as our present location, and hence relocations of the residences of the
bulk of our personnel would be unnecessary. It compares very favor-
ably with other sites under comsideration in terms of acceasibility to
other Government agencies with which we raust be in constant contact.
A far greater measure of security protection could be attained at the
Langley site in view of the fact that the building itself would be further
from the public bighways than at other sites, and it would be boxlered
on three sides by Government-owne! land under control of the Bureau
of Public Roads and the National Park Service. It would be 2 simple
matter to limit access to the site itself to those persons having legiti-
mate business with the sgency, while at the same time not interfering
in any way with the public use of the Mermorial Parkway and Highway
123. 1 am comvinced that, with the exception of the cost of the exten-
sion of the George W.aahington Memorial Purkway, the selection of the
Langley site would not be an additional burden on the taxpayer. bMore-
over, the law providing for the Memorial Varkway has been or the
statute books for twenty five years, and the Parkway's completion and
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comnection with the proposed Cabin John Bridge and the Outer Belt high-
way are a part of the master plan for the development of the n:etropali-
tan area.

While [ understand the reluctance on the part of a few residents of
the area to have this site selected, there {5 no question but that this
minority {s very small indeed, and that F.irfax County, incluling its
elected officials, wholeheartedly welcomes the posaibility of CIA locat-
ing at the Langley site. We certainly wish te comsider the wishes of
the residents in any area where we might locate. In this case we feel
that the fears of the minority regarding the impact of TIA locating in
their comumunity are greatly exaggerate!, Ia any case, however, it
secms clear that, all things considered, the CIA would be better able
to perform its fxactions from this location than others under considera-
tion, and this factor sheuld, I believe, be controlling,

In view of what I believe to be many misleading statements and
imaccaracies submitted to your Committee by oppoaents to the Langley
site, 1 am attaching herewith a more detailed additional staternent to
my testimony which I respectfully request be considered by yeur Com-
mittee in its delibsrations and incorporated in the record,

Respectfully yours,

/ ,jo/{fzu—g{ /

Allen W, Culles
Director

CGC:WLP/blc (17 July 55)
Crig. & Addresgsee

2 - Signer
2 - Legislative Counsel
1 -DD/S

I - Dir. of Logistics
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such statements would be improper prior to our takiag thir metser @
with the Congross, and we did mot wish any statement of owrs Yo provoie
reud estnte spaculation. The stories which lave sppeared in the prems
hove eworated from sources other than CIA,

‘he Central lweelligence ageuey oaburally undiexetends vhe Iewlings
of some of the residents of the langley aresa who, rightly or wrongly, feel
that the comparntive seclusion of their community may be somevbal ispaired
by the Agency's location at the langley site. Thers @esas to be ro queation
but that, with the exception of this very suml)l minority, Fairfax County
wholehesrtedly velcomes the CIA. Furthermore, because of the accessidbility
of the Iangley site to the homes of suwch a large percentage of CLA person-
nel it does not ssem probeble that the lecation of the CIA buildirg at
izngley in and of itself would have & very great impact o ceuse ¢ great
ioflux of permenent residents.

The Agency feels that it is its primazry duty, while taking inte
account the feelings of the reeidents, to atlempt to select that slite
which will best faocilitate the caxrying out of its work in the public
interest. Among the factors we have considered are: accessidbility to
the homes of its employees and to the Goveroment agencies with which it
does busiress and provision for maxisum security protectiom.

In March the Mclean Citizens Association by a vote of 105 to 80
voted egeinst CIA occupying the langley site. Approximately 50 persons
vho were present at that meeting did not vote. Since that time one of
the mest prowinent of the citizens present &t that meeting, the Editor
and Publisber of the Molean weekly newspaper, who voted in opposition %o
CIA at lengley, has changed his opinion on this matter and testified
before your Comittee in favor ¢f the langley site. Ik his testimony
ke steted that the informmtion given to the Assccistior by these in
cpposition at the time the vote s taken waes, in his oymion, "grossly
exaggerated and precented a picture far from the truth.”

in onder for CIA to occeupy the langley site, it is necessary o
improve the site’s accessibility by ths extension of the George Vnshington
Heworial Parkwaey from its present terminus at Spout Fun spproximately
3-1/2 miles below Chein Bridge to the lasngley site, a distance of apprexi-
mately T miles. The authorization for this Parkway bas deern on the statule
books for 25 ysers. The Cappsr-Crempton Act of May 29, 1930 (k6 Stat. k82),
as anmepded, states:

"Such funds shall be appropristed as required for the
expediticus, econcmical, snd efficient development and
coupletion of the following projecte:

"{a) For the George Weshington Memorisl Parkway,
€0 include the shores of the Potoume, and

ad jacent lands, from MHount Vernon to & point
above the Great Falls on the Virginia nide,
except within the City of Alexandris, . . o"
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In the face of thiz clear statutory pronouncemeant, opponents 4o the CIA
use of the langley site have testifled that there was no opecific authori-
zztien for e higiwmy on the Virginia side until the authorizabicn %o CIA
conteined in the Military Comstruction Act of 1955. In view of this testi-
nony we have requested an opinion from the Genersl Covneel of the Fetional
Capitrl Planning Commission regarding the Parkway, and & copy of his
opinion is attached hersvith. In the opinion of the Gsmeral Counsel
there is no doubt that the Capper-Crampion Act, as emended, is a clear
expression of Covgressionsl intent %o provide for the consiruction of -
the highwey on the upstream portion of the Virginde side of the George
Washington Memoxiel Parkway. It was contended before your Comuittee

that as an alternative to CIA cccupation of the Lanpglsy site the Ha-~
tional Capitel Planning Commission take over this property for parlk
purposes., However, the Cepper-Crampton Act does not authorize such .
action. #As the Ceneral Counsel of the Mational Cepital Planning Com-
mission hes pointed out in his opinion, the Capper-Crampion Act pro-
vides thab:

"Fne Hational Capital Park and Planning Commission is
authorized %o cccupy such lends belonging to the United
States a8 may be necesgayy far the development and pro-
tection of such parkwey. o o

This languags in the opinion of counsel does not permit the Commiscion
to take over land along the Potomac entitled in the United States merely
for zmrk purposss. It can be ¢ceupied by the Commission only when such
land is "necessary for the developmesnt and protection of said parivmy.”
In ecquiring vhe land aloang the Potomee River for the Parkway extension,
the Comnission has determined the amount of land necessary for this -
purpose and the remminder of it hes long since been sallocated for the
Bureau of FPublic Rosds ifustallation. It should slso be noted that the
Hational Capital Plamning Commicsion aterted acquiring rights of wey for
the Parinmy extencion from Spout zun to & point slightly above Chaln
Bridge without eany consideratiocn to the possibility thet CIA might at
soue time occeuwpy the langley site. Mimds hmve been inecluded in the

ECPC budget for this purpose. These funds may mot, hovever, bs suf-
Ticient ¢o ecquire all of the rights of wy to the lengley g2ite, and
for this reason the Congress in the Militery Construction Aet of 1955
avthorized CIA to transfer certsin fundas to the Coumission for this
PUTPOEES.

‘ Tostimeny befors your Committee that the Memorial Parkway will
not go beyond lsngley is trus only as it epplies to the present fiscal
year. As stated gbove, the law suthorizes the coastruction of the
Paxkusy to the Great Falls end the published plans of the Hatiecnal
Capital Planning Coemission for the area Gevelopment of the mmtionmnl
Cepital call for the wltimate completion of the Parkwsy, including
iitshemmc'gmn wvith the proposed Cabin John Bridge and the Outsr Belt

EnvRy

 In vesponse to questiana raiseé by wenxbers of your Gm:lttee, it
should be noted that the Meworisl Parlwey at the Langley site will be
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lecated on land presently controlled by the FHaticnal Park Service, which
imnd extends from the northern boundary of the Public Road inetallatiocn to
the Potomac River. Thus, the Parlwey will lie between the site and the
Hiver. ] :

The CIA aite will be reached on the north by 2 short connectiag
iink from the Parkwy to the site, end can be controlled 80 &3 to parmit
socess only to those who have officisl business with the CIA. However,
in further reply to certain guestions msked during the hearing of
15 July, since neithsr the Parkway nor Route 123 would pass through the
CIA area itself and the building would be ressonably waell scieened from
theee roads, it is believed thet in and of itself the location of CIA
at this site would not pecessitate elosing either of these roads to the
gensral public in time of national emergency.

The Office of the Cozmissioner of Highways (Virginia), in a letter
dated 23 May 1955 to the Coumty Executive of Mairfax County, stated that
in view of the probability of a CIA installstion near langley they had
sllocated $100,000 for the present fiscal yeer for the wideming of
Roube 123 frem Chain Bridge west, with a reasonable expectation for
additions) funds in the next fiscal year. The Highvay Commissioner
of Virginia wrote to the Fairfax County Executive on 9 Jure that the
cost of widening Route 123 to e h-lane highwey from its intersection
with the George Washington Memorisl Parkway below the Langley site to
- its intersection with Route 193 above the site would be provided at
their expense, and thet this would be done concurrently with the develop-
- ment of the Parkway extension. On 9 June this metter was discussed with
Governor Stanley of Virginia, and the meeting resulted in complete as-
surances of this concurrent improvement. While this may be an accelera-
tion in the plens of the State of Virginia for the development of High-
vay 123, such plans have been in existence for future implementation and
extend beyond the present commitments. : _

The testimony of Mr. Boothe, Delegate from Alexandria to the
Virginia House of Delegntes and attorney for Mr. Winkler, indicates
official sction by the City Council of Alexandria guaranteeing the
bullding of access roade if the Winkler trect should be selected. In
. addition, the precent traffic load on the Shirley Highway is such that
its widening to handle the present traffic losd frem the Pentagon to
the South is definitely under consideration. Taus, it would appear
that the coste Tor road expanaion at Alexandris and Lengley axe com-
parable, and much of such expansion is in contemplation whether or not
CIA selects either of these locations.

It should be noted in connection with an Alexandria site, that
on the basis of the present residences of CIA employees almost two-thirds
of their number would have to travel through the District of Columbia at
the height of the moraing and evening rush hour, with & large concentration
at the Memorial Bridge and the proposed new Constitution Avenue bridge,
and moving in the sawe direction as the bulk of traffic as far as the
Pentugon. On the other hand, if langley is selected, this situmtion
vould be eased somewhat in view of the fect that 48) of CIA personnel
live in the Horthwest area of Washington end Montgomery Comnty. They .
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vould use Key end Chain Bridges, aund wén‘&ually the proposed new Cabin
Johm Bridge, to the Iangley site end will be sravelling to and from ‘
work in the oppesite divection fwom the flow of traffiec.

In its vesolution of May 4, 1955, inviting the CIA Yo use the
langley site, the Board of Hupervisors of Falrfex County acsured the
Asecney “that the Fairfax County Govermment stends ready vo coopsrate
£2lly in 81l meitters under its owd vesponeibilities.” IXn 1%s resolution
of 18 ¥oy the Boord authorized the Fforwarding of & letter to CIA statiag
“ihat the eounty can essure within two years from thie dste the evail-
ability of sewexs for the facility contemplated on a basis of charges
on rewials for such sever service at figures which will not exceed the
vepular charges elsevhere in the eowty.” We have furthey been
infermed thet o part of the $250,000-$300,000 which this construction
will eoct will be borne by the Federal Govermment. Horsover, the cost
of this additionnl link will not be a cost to the taxpayers. It ls
siwply & finencing program to provide a service and would be ecif-
supperting by virtue of its revenue.

. Tt should be noted thet Foirfax County voted a $20,000,000

integrated sewer system in 1953, and 8 $2,000,000 unit of this scystem
i presently being iastelled in the Wolean-Langley eres. Thevefere,
bringing of this link o the boundary of the CIA property is but e
smal)l perd of the everall system in that area.

The City of Falle Church has assured CIA of its abilidy Yo supply

woker for the installation, and it does not require finmancial help from
the Pederal CQovexument to make this poseible. The City has funds avail-
. sble in the sum of approximately $5,000 to extend the existiang water
main scme 1,500 feet to seyve the gite.

In view of %he sbove facts regarding the water and sewer system
availability 4o the Lengley site, we ere 8t & loss to explain the state-
ment submitted to your Commitiee by en opponsut of cur cccupancy that
the langley site would cost taxpoyers $2 milliom in County furds for
uibilities. CIA would merely become a peying customey for services
rendered as at any site.

: A witness opposing CIA locetion et Langley submitied a statement
to your Commitise that the CIA building would bave room for over
pevsons. In hie ovel testimony he zaiscd this figure 1o As
the Compitbise knows, these figwes are @rossly exagaerated.

e ssme witness testified o his eccumption that CIA perscanel
turned over at @ rate of 20% & yoawr. Thie figure is also groesly
exeggerated. _

During the hearing before your Committes on 15 July, a etutcment
wat cvbnltted by the Alesandris Chesber of Commerce to the effect ihet
the eg-called Winkler Tract wouldl cost $200,000. An cppoment to the
langley site stated that its cost would omly be $175,000. Delegate
Zoothe, one of Mr. Winkler's abtoraeys, stated that the cost would be
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Kr. Winkler has been in toush with CIA in cennection with the
peosible purchase of his trect and has offered 05 eacres ot o total cost
substentially in excess of those quoted sbove. Furthermore, these
quotaticne are substantially below those in this genmeral ares which
have besn submitted to date.

It is believed that acquisition of at lesmst 100 scres in this
general ares will require from $500,000 to $1,000,000, and sinece no
definite selection has been made sufficient flaxibility to ipsure
acquisition of adequate acresge is necessary. In any case, it is
contemplated that property would be ecquired through norsal Goverument
procebures at fair warket value with the actual empenditures kept to
2 minimm. Accordingly, we have asked for an appropriation ef not to
mm&,ow,ooorortﬁemmarautemmmtmmmn
the necessary lesway for negotiation if the purchase of at least 100
2Cres bLecoRes NeCcessRry.

From the above facts 1t is apparent that insofar as construction
of a CIA bullding is concerned the cost of the building constxruction
itsclf will not vary appreciably as between the langley site or an
Alexepdrie site. Insofer as the expenditure of Pedersl funde is con-
cerned, a site in Alexsndria could presumedbly be scquired for something
lees then $1,000,000, vwheress the Langley site is on Govermweni-owned
land. If the lengley site is utilized, it will cost the Government an
additional 8.5 million dollars for the extension of the George Waohington
Yomorisl Parkway. However, this Parhway bhas long been auvthorized, and
its completion is a part of the mester plan for the development of the
metropolitan area of the District of Columbia ard its environs. Its
acceleration will not change the eventusl expenditure and it will permit
this Agency te ocoupy a preferved sise with sufficient Government-owned
acresge swrounding it to give security protection.

It is believed that the foregoing clearly indicates that with
the exception of the cost of the extension of the George Veshingtcen
Hemorial Parkwey, which the Federal Government will eventually incur
in any cage, theaezsctionotthehngleyntewiummwbem
m:mﬁb'mﬁmmmtwrmdmtmmummem
by opponente of the langley site are grossly mislesding.

Fuarther, in view of its easier accessibility to Agency employees,
comparable accessibility to other Government sgencies, far better
Security, and capacity for expansion if mecessary, it is considersd
by ug to be the best of those sites under consideration.
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RATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AKD PLARNING COMMISSIOR

RATIOHAL CAPITAL PLAFHING COMMISSION
LY 19, 1952

Colonel L. K. White INTERIGR BUILDING,

Central Intelligence Agency WASHIRGTON, D. C.
B30 B Street, N.W.
tashington 25, D. C. July 15, 1955

Dear Colonel White:

You have asked we, as General Counsel of the National Capital
Manning Commission, for my opinion as to this Commission’'s statutory
authority perteining %o certain phasesn of the George Heshington Meworial
“arkway on the Virginia side of the Potomac and, particularly, us teo
vontentions made to the Sénate Appropriations Committee today by Mr.
lioger D. Fisher sbout the Commission’s authority.

Toe Act of Mey 29, 1930, U5 Stat. 482, ss swended, suthorized the
vequisition of lend for the Georg: Washington Memorial Parkway and author-
z2ed appropriations for the land snd for the development of the Parkway
with a highway us a part thereof on the Virginia side of the Potcamc from
Ht. Vernon to Great Falls, exclusive of Alexandris, and on the Maryland
#1de frow Fort Weshington to Great Falls, exclusive of the District.
hat Act vasted in the Planning Commission certain authority and duties
reriaining to the Parkway.

Section i{(a) of the Act incorporated the Mt. Vernon Meworial High-
usy, authorized by the Act of Mey 23, 1928, as a part of the George Wash-
ington Memorial Parkway. That Highway, constructed with Federal funds,
vonnected Mt. Vernon with the Arlington Memorial Bridge. Section i{a)
outhorized the construction with Federal funds of a highwey on the Virginie
siide to complete the Parkway to Great Falle, but prohibited the use of
Federal funds, except as & part of the Federal-aid highway program, for
“he highway from Fort Washington to the Great Falls on the Maryland side.

& eonnecting free bridge was authorized scross ths Potomez at or near
Groat Falls.

From the meaning of the word "parkwsy,” with which Section 1(a)
tieals almost exclusively, it is clear that Congress intended to authorize
the construction of e scenic highway. The 191k edition of Webster's
Interpational Dictionary was the first edition of that dicticonary which
couteined the vord "parkway." The 191k definition was only "A broad
thoroughfare beautified with trees and turf.” BEach nev edition of
Vebater's Internstional published since 1914 contained the seme definition
without more. The Act of 1930 was enacted fifteen years afiter the word
zppeared for the first time in Webster's. It is a cardinsl rule of law
that when Congress uses a vord without defining it, the word is intended
%0 have the ordipary or usual dictionary meaning. In view of the fact
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succeasfully be maintained that the Ceorge Washington Memorial Parkway or
any part of it must be merely a large park.

Further, the legislative history of the Act of August 8, 19u6,
60 Stat. 960, amending the originsl Act, clesrly proves that Congress,
in passing the original Act, intended to authorize a highway upstreem
on the Virginia side.

Speaking of the highway provided between Fort Washington and
Great Falls on the Maryland side, the third proviso of Section 1(a) of
the original Act reads as follows:

"Provided further, That no money shall be expended by the
United States for the comstruction of said highway on the
Maryland side of the Potomec, except as part of the Federal-

aid highway program: ..."

The foregoing quoted language prohibited the expenditure of
Federal funds for a highway on the Maryland side, except &s a part of

the Federal-eid highway program, dbut did not prohibit the expenditure
of PFedersl funds for such a purpose on the Virginia side.

The fourth proviso of Section 1(a) of the origimal Act permitted
the Federal Government to sdvance, on a reimbursable basis, funds for
the Maryland or Virginie shares of the acquisition costs of the lands
"and the construction of said roads in such unit referred to in this"
section. oring supplied.)} As this language included the Virginia
side, and the Mt. Vernon Nemorial Highway already extended downstream
from the Nemorisl Bridge to Mt. Vernon, it could only refer to the
;:rgi.nia side of the Parkway from the Memorial Bridge upstream to Great

11..

The 1946 awending Act struck out all of the third proviso of
Section 1(a) of the original Act and struck out the words "and the
construction of said roads” in the fourth proviso of that section.
Langusge appearing in the Senate Commitiee report (8. Rept. Fo. 1766,
79th Cong., sccompanying S. 2206) explains the third reason for striking
out the third proviso and the six words from the fourth provisc of the
original Act. The explanation reuds as follows:

"Sections 1 and 2 of the bill, as reported by the committee
would smend sections 1{a) and 1 (b) of the ywuhington ’
Memorial Parkway Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. L82) to eliminate
from those sections 80 much of the language thereof as prohibits
expenditure by the United States of sny woney for the construction
otmmmwmmmummmmmm side of
the Potomac, except as part of the Federal-aid highwy program.
These prohibitions contained in existing lavw are applicable only
totheconetmtionorthatpcrtorthewhwmthe&rghm
side of the Potomac River and do mot apply to that portion of the
parkvway on the Virginia side of the Potomac River. There appesrs
to be no good reason for the discrimination. The committee is,

Aprerefars, Lot 108 BRI et HoBBORMA 2 rIdRRahSs.
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From the langusge of the report quoted above, it is obvious that
Congrees intended that the upper Virginie portion of the Parkway ahould
have a road or highwey because Congress had given permissive authority
to spend Federal funds specifically for such a highway. Attached hereto
and made & part hereof are photostatic copies of excerpts of the Con-
gressional Record of July 29, 1946 and August 1, 1946, setting forth,
respectively, the entire debate in the Senate and Bouse which occurred
cn the bill. These mske it doubly clear that Congress originally intended
(snd reaffirmed that intention in 1946) to provide for the construction
of highways on the upstream portion of the Virginia side of the George
Washington Memoriel Parkway.

Mr. Fisher is mistaken in saying that the Act of 1930 "authorized
the Hational Capital Planning Commission to take over all or most of the
yproposed site at langley for park purposes.” The only provision of that
{ict to which he could have referred reads as follows: '

"The Naticnal Capital Park and Planning Commissian is
authorized to occupy such lands belonging to the United
States as mmy be neceuss for the development and
protection of said pu‘ﬁ «.+" (Underscoring supplied.)

ihe sbove quoted language does not refer in any way to the "site
at langley” nor does it permit the Cosmission "to take over" land along
the Potomec entitled in the United States merely for park purposes. On
the contrary, land so located and belonging to the United States, but
under the control end jurisdiction of other Federal agencies, may be
cccupied by the Commission only when such land is "necessary for the
development and protection of said parkway." The Commission has de-
termined that a portion of the land involved is necessery for the
futhorized purpose. Of course, had the Commission determined thet all
c¢f the land was necessary, the Commission would have acted properly and
within its statutory authority in making such a determinstion. But the
Commission's determination was not so inclusive and the statutory
lsnguege certainly does not make it mandstory for the Commission to
cccupy all of sny such tract of lund.

If I may be of further service to you or your Agency, plesse call
on me,

S8iocerely yours,

/8/ William 8. Cheathem

William 8. Cheatham
Geperal Counsel

Att.
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